IL

ESTABLISHMENT OF LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY DATABASE
SYSTEM

Long-term number portability must be provided by means of a national system
of regional databases that are managed by an independent third-party local
number portability administrator(s) (LNPA(s)) selected by the North American
Numbering Council (NANC).

The NANC must select the LNPA(s) within seven months after the initial
meeting of the NANC.

The Chief, Common Carrier Bureaw, will issue a Public Notice identifying the
admunistrator selected by the NANC and the proposed locations of the regional

databases.

Any state that prefers to develop its own statewide database rather than
participate in the regionally-deployed database may opt out of the national plan
by notifying the Common Carrier Bureau within 60 days from the release date
of the Public Notice.



IIl. DETERMINATIONS THE NANC MUST MAKE:

(1)

)
3)
4)
)
(6)

(7

(8)

9)

(10)

What neutral third-party or parties will be the local number portability
administrator(s)

Whether one or multiple LNPA(s) should be selected
How the LNPAC(s) should be selected

The specific duties of the LNPA(s)

The geographic coverage of the regional databases

The technical interoperability operational standards (including the user interface
between telecommunications carriers and the LNPA(s))

The network interface standards between the regional databases and the
"downstream.” carrier-owned, databases

The network interface standards between the regional databases and any state-
specific databases

The technical specifications for the regional databases (e.g., whether it should
consist of SMS or SMS/SCP pair)

Guidelines and standards by which the North American Numbering Plan
Administrator and the LNPA(s) share numbering information



FCC DETERMINATIONS ON LNP DATABASE ISSUES

Access to LNP Databases and Information Contained Therein

= All telecommunications carriers should have open access to all regional
databases

L Information contained in the LNP databases should be limited to information
necessary to route telephone calls

g Proprietary customer information or other information (g.g. E911)
should not be included

g Carriers may own and operate their own "downstream" databases in
which they can mix information
Timing to Deploy LNP Databases and Appropriate Architecture
= Industry is in best position to determine most appropriate architecture for

database deployment. Industry will work in conjunction with NANC to
determine architecture

Call Processing Scenarios (Where and When to do the "Dip'")

L FCC has permitted carriers to determine where in their networks it is most
efficient to query the LNP database

L Terminating carrier may not perform database query unless all affected carriers
agree or it is the only carrier that is capable of performing query



V. ROLE OF FCC IN OVERSEEING DEPLOYMENT AND OPERATION OF
DATABASES

T Work in conjunction with NANC and industry to oversee deployment and
testing

L Hold implementation meetings to bring all carriers together to discuss
deployment issues

= Enforce implementation and operation through formal complaint processes
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COMMISSION ADOPTS RULES ON TELEPHONE NUMBER PORTABILITY
(CC DOCKET 95-116)

The Commission today took an important step toward bringing competition to local
telecommunications markets by adopting rules that will permit both residential and business
consumers to retain their telephone numbers when switching from one local service provider
to another. The rules adopted today governing number portability will remove a significant
impediment to the development of vigorous competition in the local exchange markets.

The rules adopted today implement provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
more than one month prior to the statutory deadline. In fact, the action taken today represents
the culmination of a rulemaking process that Commission began last July -- seven months
before enactment of the new law. Adoption of these rules completes the first portion of the
Commission’s implementation of Section 251 of the new law -- the portion that governs local
competition. The Commission must issue the balance of the rules under Section 251 by
August §.

The provision of number portability is one of the obligations the 1996 Act imposes on
all local exchange carriers (LECs) in order to promote a pro-competitive, deregulatory
national telecommunications policy framework. Congress recognized that number portability
will lower barriers to entry and promote competition in the local exchange marketplace by
enabling customers to switch to a new local service provider without having to change their
telephone numbers. Once number portability is implemented, consumers will be able to select
a local telephone company based on service, quality. and price, rather than on a desire to keep
a particular telephone number.

In today’s action, the Commission ordered all LECs to begin the phased deployment of
a long-term service provider portability method in the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) no later than October 1, 1997, and to complete deployment in those MSAs by
December 31, 1998. Number portability must be provided in these areas by all LECs to all
requesting telecommunications carriers, including commercial mobile radio services (CMRS)
providers. After December 31, 1998, each LEC must make number portability available
within six months after receiving a specific request by another telecommunications carrier in
areas outside the 100 largest areas MSAs in which the requesting carrier is operating or plans
to operate.



Rather than mandating a particular technology for the provision of long-term number
portability, the Commission assumed a flexible, technology-neutral approach by establishing
performance criteria that any long-term portability method selected by a LEC must meet. The
Commission determined that it is unnecessary to mandate a particular technology because
there is sufficient momentum in the industry toward the deployment of compatible methods
nationwide. In addition, the Commission found that there was insufficient information on the
record to select one of the proposed long-term methods. and that referring the issue to an
industry body for a recommendation would likely delay implementation ot number portability
that is already under way in several states. The Commission also noted that dictating a
particular method of number portability might stifle innovation by foreclosing the ability of

carriers to improve on methods already being deploved or to implement compatible hybrid
methods.

Pursuant to the requirements of the 1996 Act. the performance criteria adopted by the
Commission require that any long-term number portability method: (1) support existing
network services, features and capabilities; (2) efficiently use numbering resources; (3) not
require end users to change their telecommunications numbers: (4) not require
telecommunications carriers to rely on databases. other network facilities, or services provided
by other telecommunications carriers in order to route calls to the proper termination point;
(5) not result in unreasonable degradation in service quality or network reliability when
implemented; (6) not result in any degradation of service quality or network reliability when
customers switch carriers: (7) not result in any carrier having a proprietary interest; (8) be
able to accommodate location and service portability in the future; and (9) have no significant
adverse impact outside the areas where portability is deployed.

The Commission did not decide in this proceeding whether CMRS providers must
provide number portability as LECs under the 1996 Act because this issue is being considered
in the on-going proceeding on interconnection issues. Instead. the Commission will require
cellular, broadband PCS. and certain "covered" Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to
provide long-term service provider portability under the FCC’s independent authority in the
Communications Act of 1934, All cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR carriers must
have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the
country by December 31, 1998, and to offer service provider portability. including the ability
to support roaming throughout their networks, by June 30, 1999.

The Commission concluded that until long-term service portability is available, all
LECs must provide currently available number portability measures, such as Remote Call
Forwarding and Direct Inward Dialing, as soon as reasonably possible after a specific request
from another carrier. It determined, however, that CMRS providers need not provide such
measures due to technical considerations specific to that industry.

The Commission enunciated principles that, consistent with the new law, ensure that
the costs of currently available measures are borne by all telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neutral basis, and concluded that states may employ various cost recovery
mechanisms, so long as they are consistent with these principles.



The Commission declined at this time to require provision of either service or location
portability.

The Commission determined that the new law requires LECs to provide number
portability for 500 and 900 numbers, but directed the Industry Numbering Committee (INC)

to address the technical feasibility of LECs providing 500 and 900 portability. The INC is to
report its findings to the Commission within twelve months of the effective date of the Order.

Finally, the Commission adopted a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding
cost recovery for long-term number portability.

Action by the Commission June 27, 1996, by Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 96-286). Chairman Hundt, Commissioners Quello, Ness, and

Chong.
- FCC -

News Media contact: Mindy J. Ginsburg at (202) 418-1500.
Common Carrier Bureau contact: Jason R. Karp at (202) 418-1517
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I. INTRODUCTION

1 We initiated this proceeding on July 13, 1995, when we adopted a Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking seeking comment on a wide variety of policy and technical
issues related to telephone number portability.' Since our adoption of the Nouce, the
Tefecommunications Act of 1996 became law.- Section 251. added by the 1996 Act.
requires ail local exchange carners (LECs), both incumbents and new emrams, to offer
number portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission.” On
March 14, 1996, the Common Carrier Bureau reieased a Public Notice seeking comment
on how the passage of the 1996 Act may have affected the issues raised in the Notice.*

Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, 10 FCC Red 12350 (1995) (Notice). A list of
parties filing comments and reply comments in response to the Notice is attached below as Appendix A.

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996) (1996 Act).
3 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).

*  Further Comments: _Telephone Number Porability, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 95-116, DA 96-
358, 61 Fed. Reg. 11,174 (1996) (Public Notice). A list of parties filing comments and reply comments in
response to the Public Notice is included in Appendix A, below

e
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Comments in response to the Pablic Notice were-received on March 29, 1996, and reply
comments were filed on April 5, 1996. In addition, efforts to impiement number
portability at the state level have progressed since adoption of the Notice.

2. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 establishes "a pro-competitive, de-
regulatory national policy framework” that is intended to "promote competition and
reduce reguiation . . . to secure lower prices and higher quality services for American
telecommunications consumers and encourage the rapid depioyment of new
telecommunications technoiogies."’ The statute imposes obligations and responsibilities
on teiecommunications carriers, particularly incumbent locai exchange carriers, that are
designed to open monopoly teiecommunications markets to competitive entry and to
promote competition in markets that aiready are open to new competitors.® In particular,
section 251(b) imposes specific obligations on all locai exchange carriers to open their
networks to competitors. The Act envisions that removing legal and reguiatory barriers
to entry and reducing economic impediments to entry will enable competitors to enter
markets freely, encourage technoiogical development, and ensure that a firm’s prowess in
sausfving consumer demand will determine its success or failure in the marketpiace. In
implementing the stanute, the Commuission has the responsibility to adopt the ruies that
will implement most quickly and effectively the national telecommunications policy
embodied in the 1996 Act. Number portability is one of the obligations that Congress
umposed on all locai exchange carriers, both incumbents and new entrants, in order to
promote the pro-competitive, deregulatory markets it envisioned. Congress has
recognized that number portability will lower barriers to entry and promote competition
in the local exchange marketplace. In its report, the Senate Committee on Commerce.
Science, and Transportation concluded that the "minimum requirements [for
interconnection set forth in new section 251(b), including number portability,] are
necessary for opening the local exchange market to competition."’ Likewise, the House
of Representatives Committee on Commerce determined that "the ability to change

* S. Conf. Rep. No. 230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. | (1996).

® According to Senator.Larry Pressier, "[tjhe more open access takes hoid, the less other government
ntervention s needed to protect competition. Open access is the principie establishing a fair method to move
local phone monopolies and the oligopolistic long distance industry into full competition with one another.” 141
Cong. Rec. S7889 (daily ed. June 7. 1995) (statement of Sen. Pressier). Senator Emest F. Hollings has said.
“[cjompetition is the best regulator of the marketplace. But until that competition exists, until the markets are
opened. monopoly-provided services must not be able to exploit the monopoly power to the consumers’
disadvantage. Competitors are ready and willing to enter the new markets as soon as they are opened.” Id. at
S7984 (statement of Sen. Hollings).

Senate Comm. on Commerce, Science, and Transportation Report on S. 652 at 19-20 (Mar. 30, 1995)
(Senate Report).



service providers is only meaningful if a customer can retain his or her local telephone
number. "*

3. In this Order, we promuigate ruies and regulations implementing this
congressionai directive. Alithough we deciine to choose a particular technology for
providing number portability, we establish in this First Report and Order performance
criteria that any long-term number portability method seiected by a LEC must meet.
Pursuant to the statutory requirement in section 251 to provide number pormability, we
require ail LECs to begin to impilement a iong-term service provider portability solution
that meets our performance criteria in the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAs) no later than October 1, 1997, and to compiete depioyment in those MSAs by
December 31, 1998, in accordance with a phased schedule set forth below. Number
portability must be provided in these areas by all LECs to all telecommunications
carriers, including commercial mobile radio services (CMRS) providers.

4. The statute expiicitly exciudes CMRS providers from the definition of local
exchange carriers, and therefore from the section 251(b) obligations to provide number
portability, uniess the Commission concludes that they shouid be inciuded in the
definition of local exchange carrier.” QOur recent Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
interconnection issues raised by the 1996 Act sought comment generally on whether, and
to what extent, CMRS providers shouid be classified as LECs." Because we conciude
that we have independemt authority under sections 1, 2, 4(i), and 332 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, ' to require cellular providers, broadband
personal communications services (PCS), and covered Sp-cialized Mobile Radio (SMR)
providers'? to provide long-term service provider portability, we need not decide here
whether CMRS providers must provide number portability as local exchange carriers
under section 251(b). We require ail ceiluiar, broadband PCS. and covered SMR
providers to have the capability of delivering cails from their networks to ported numbers
anywhere in the country by December 31. 1998, and to offer service provider portability,
including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30. 1999

3. We conciude that a system of regional databases that are managed by an
independent administrator wiil serve the public interest. We direct the North American

' House of Rep. Comm. on Commerce Report on H.R. 1555 at 72 (July 24, 1995) (House Report).

?  See 47 U.S.C. § 153(26).

'©  Implementation of the Local Comm;- ition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 96-182. § 195 (rel. Apr. 19. 1996) (Interconnection
NPRM).

" 47 U.S.C. §§ 151, 152. 154, 332,

' For an explanation of "covered SMR providers,” see infra note 449.
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Numbering Council (NANC) to-provide- imitiai- oversight of this regional database system.
We direct the NANC to determine the number and location of the regional databases and
to select one or more administrators responsible for depioying the database system. Any
state that prefers to develop its own statewide database rather than participate in a
regionaily-depioyed database. however, may opt out of its designated regional database
and impiement a state-specific database. We will retain authority to override a state’s
decision to deveiop a statewide database if an affected carrier can demonstrate that the
state’s proposai wouid significantly delay depioyment ot a iong-term method or impose
unreasonable costs on affected carriers.

6. Until long-term service provider portability is available, we require LECs
to provide currently available number portability measures, such as Remote Cail
Forwarding (RCF) and Direct Inward Dialing (DID), upon specific request from another
carrier. We conclude, however, that commercial mobile radio service providers need not
provide such measures due to technicai considerations specific to the CMRS industry.

We enunciate principles that ensure that the costs of currently available measures are
borne by all telecommunications carriers on-a competitively neutral basis. and we
conclude that states may utilize various cost recovery mechanisms, so iong as they are
consistent with these statutory requiremems. We decline at this time to require the
provision of either service or location portability. We conciude that, while the statute
requires LECs to implement 500 and 900 number portability, there is insufficient record
evidence to determine whether LEC provision of portability for 500 and 900 numbers is
technically feasible. As a result, we refer the issue to the Industry Numbering
Committee (INC), which must report its findings to the Commission within 12 months of
the effective date of this Order. Finally, we adopt a Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking regarding cost recovery for long-term number portability.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Telecommunications Act of 1996

7. New section 251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as added by
the 1996 Act, directs each iocal exchange carrier "to provide, to the extent technicaily
feasible, oumber portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the
Commission."'* The 1996 Act defines the term “"local exchange carrier” as:

any person that is engaged in the provision of telephone exchange service
or exchange access. Such term does not include a [commercial mobile
service provider,] as defined under section 332(c), except to the extent that

B 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).



the Commission finds that such provider shouid be included in the
definition of such term."

The 1996 Act defines "mumber portability” as "the ability of users of telecommunications
services to retaim, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without
impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to another.""

8. The 1996 Act defines the term "telecommunications carrier” as "any
provider of telecommunications services, except that such term does not include
aggregators of telecommunications services (as defined in section 226)."'* The term
"telecommunications service” is defined by the 1996 Act as "the offering of
telecommunications for a fee directly to the public. or to such ciasses of users as to be
effectively available directly to the public, regardless of the facilities used."'” Because
the 1996 Act’s definition of number portability requires LECs to provide number
portability when customers switch from any tejecommunications carrier t0 any other.'? the
stamrory obligation of LECs to provide mimber portability runs to other
telecommunications carriers. Because CMRS fails within the stamtory definition of
telecommunications service. CMRS carriers are telecommunications carriers under the
1996 Act. As a result, LECs are obligated under the statute to provide number
portability to customers seeking to switch to CMRS carriers.

9. In addition to the duties imposed by section 251(b) on all LECs. section
251(c)X1) imposes upon incumbent LECs, inter alia, the "duty to negotiate in good
faith . . . the terms and conditions of agreements to fulfill" the section 251(b) obligations,
including the duty to provide number portability.’* An incumbent LEC is defined as a
carrier that was providing exchange access service in a particular area on Februarv 8.
1996. and was a member of the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) pursuant

4 See 47 U.S.C. § 153(26).

®  See 47 U.S.C. § 153(30). In our Notice, we defined three types of number portability: (1) service
provider - the ability to retain one’s number when changing service providers; (2) service - the ability w0 rewain
one’s number when changing services; and (3) location - the ability to retain one’s number when changing
physical locations. Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12355-56.

'*  See 47 U.S.C. § 153(44).

‘7 See 47 U.S.C. § 153(46). The term "telecommunications” means "the transmission, between or among
points specified by the user, of information of the user’s choosing, without change in the form or content of the
information as sent and received.” 47 U.S.C. § 153(43).

' See 47 U.S.C. § 153(30).

¥ See 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)D).



to section 69.601(b) of: the: Commnission’s reguiations.”’ The-1996-Act creates an
exemption from the obligations.of sectiorr 251(c) for rural telephone companies,” and
allows LECs with fewer than two percent of the nation’s subscriber lines to petition a
state commission for suspension or modification of the application of sections 251(b) and
(c).2

10. Section 251(e)(1) reinforces the Commission’s authority over matters
relating to the administration of numbering resources by giving the Commission exclusive
jurisdiction over those portions of the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) that
pertain to the United States.> This subsection aiso requires the Commission to "create or
designate one or more impartial entities t0 administer telecommunications numbering and
to make such mumbers available on an equitable basis."* Moreover, section 251(e)(2)
provides that the cost of "number portability shall be borne by all telecommunications
carriers on a competitively neutral basis as determined by the Commission. "%

11. Finally, new section 271(c)(2)(B) establishes a "competitive checklist” of
requirements that the Beil Operating Companies (BOCs) must meet to provide in-region
interLATA services.”® One of the requirements- that the BOCs must satisfy is the
provision of "imerim mumber portability through remote call forwarding, direct inward

47 U.S.C. § 251(h)(1); 47 C.F.R. § 69.601(b).

* A "rural telephone company* is a LEC that "(A) provides common carrier service to any local
exchange carrier study area that does not include either — (i) any incorporated place of 10,000 inhabitants or
more. or any pan thereof, based on the most recently available population statistics of the Bureau of the Census;
or (ii) any territory, incorporated or unincorporated, inciuded in an urbanized area, as defined by the Bureau of
the Census as of August 10. 1993: (B) provides teiephone exchange service, including exchange access. to
tewer than 50.000 access lines: (C) provides teiephone exchange service 1o any local exchange carmier study
area with fewer than 100,000 access lines; or (D) has less than 1S percent of its access lines in communities of
more than 50.000 on [February 8. 1996]." See 47 U.S.C. § 153(37)

7 See 47 U.S.C. § 25L(E1)<2).

2 See 47 U.S.C. § 251(e)(1). Section 251(e)(1) further states that the provision does not preclude the
Commussion from delegating jurisdiction io the states or other entities. [d. Under the 1996 Act, the term
"United States,” "means the several States and Territories, the District of Columbia, and the possessions of the
United States. but does not include the Canal Zone.” See 47 U.S.C. § 153(50).

* 47 U.S.C. § 251(ex)).

S See 47 U.S.C. § 251(eX2).

*  See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)X(B). "InterLATA service” means telecommunications between a point
located in a local access and transport area (LATA) and a point located outside such area. 47 U.S.C.
§ 153(21). The term "in-region” means an area in which 2 BOC or any of its affiliates was authorized to

provide wireline telephone exchange service pursuant to the reorganization plan approved under the AT&T
Consent Decree, as in effect on the day before the date of enactment of the 1996 Act. 47 U.S.C. § 271(iX1).
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dialing trunks; or otser comparable arrangements, with as little impairment of
functioning, quality, reliability, and convenience as possible"” umil the Commission issues
regulations pursuant to section 251 to impiement the statute’s number portability
requiremenmts.  Secton 271(c)(2)(B)(xi) directs the BOCs 1o comply fully with the
regulations implemented by the Commission.”’

B. Proposed Number Portability Methods

12.  Because most telephone numbers within the NANP are associated with a
particular switch operated by a particular service provider, they curremtly cannot be
transferred outside the service area of a particular switch or between switches operated by
different service providers without technicai changes to the switch or network.* Several
methods exist, or are being developed, to provide telephone number portability. These
methods generally consist of two types: database and non-database methods.**

1. Database methods

13.  Several industry participants have proposed methods for providing service
provider portability that use databases containing the customer routing information
necessary to route telephone cails to the proper terminating locations. All these methods
depend on Intelligent Network (IN) or Advanced Inteiligent Network (AIN) capabilities.*
Before the release of our Notice, AT&T proposed a Location Routing Number (LRN)
method to the Industry Numbening Committee (INC), an industry body that provides an
open forum to address and resolve industry-wide issues associated with the non-policy-
related pianning, administration, allocation, assignment, and use of numbering resources
within the NANP area. Since it proposed LRN to the INC. AT&T has continued to
develop and refine this method.”! Essentially, LRN assigns a unique 10-digit telephone

See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)2XBXx1).

*  Under the NANP, teiephone oumbers consist of ten digits in the form NPA-NXX-XXXX. where N
may be any number from 2 to 9 and X may be any number from O to 9. Numbering pian areas (or NPAs) are
known commonly as area codes. The second three digits of a teiephone number are known as the NXX code.
Typicaily, the NXX code 1dennﬁ= me cemnl office switch to wtudl the telephone mumber had been assigned
or central office code (CO). Ad \merica mbering Plan, Report and Order, {1

FCC Rcd 2588. 2593-94 (1995) (__I_IML_L_)

*  For a more detailed description of these methods, see infra app. E.

% See generally Intelligent Networks, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 8 FCC Red 6813 (1993). IN
refers 10 a general call processing architecture in which a centralized database performs some aspect of call
setup. Databases supporting IN services are built to support a specific call processing application. AIN
describes a specific model of IN developed by Bellcore in which the database is a general purpose platform
capable of supporting multiple call processing services.

7 See Notice, 10 FCC Rcd at 12364. See also AT&T Comments at 18-23.
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number to each switch imra defined geographic area. The location routing number serves
as a network address. Carriers routing teiephone calls to customers that have transferred
their telephone numbers from one carrier to another perform a database query to obtain
the location routing mumber that corresponds to the dialed telephone number. The
database query is performed for all cails to switches from which at least one number has
been ported.2 The carrier then would route the cail to the new carrier based on the
location routing number. *

14, MCI, DSC Communications, Nortel, Tandem Computers, and Siemens
Stromberg-Carison have deveioped a method referred to as the Carrier Portability Code
(CPC) method.* This method operates in a similar manner to LRN. Under CPC.
however, the database associates the dialed teiephone number with a 3-digit carrier
portability code idemtifying the particular carrier to whom the dialed number has been
transferred, rather than a particular switch. As described below, many of the parties in
this proceeding and staff of some state commissions consider the CPC method to be an
interim database solution.*

15.  Strams Computer and US Inteico have deveioped another database method
commonly referred to as Local Area Number Portability (LANP).* This method uses
two "domains” of 10-digit numbers to route telephone cails to customers that have
transferred their numbers to new carriers or new geographic locations. Specifically,
LANP assigns a ten-digit customer number address (CNA) to each end user; this is the
number that callers wouid dial to place telephone calls to the particular end user. It also
assigns each customer a 10-digit network node address (NNA) that identifies where in the
telephone network to reach the particular end user. Both the CNA and the NNA are
stored in routing databases so that carriers can determine from the dialed telephone
number where in the network to reach the cailed party.

" We use the term "ported” in this context 1o the transfer of a telephone number from one carrier’s
switch to another carrier’s switch, which enables a customer to retain his or her number when transferring from
one carner to another.

»  GTE and Pacific Bell refer to LRN as an addressing scheme which assigns a routing number that
uniquely identifies a ported number in network routing databases. See GTE Further Reply Comments at 6:
Pacific Beil Further Comments a1 3. Other parties refer 10 LRN as the addressing scheme and tnggering
mechanism which determines under what circumstances a database query should be executed. See AT&T
Comments at 18-19; MCI Comments at 15-16.

*  See Notice, 10 FCC Red ar 12363-64. See also MCI Comments at 10-15.

% See infra { 23, app. E.

% See Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12364-65. See also US Intelco Comments at 1-2, 6.
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16.  GTE has propesed botix on the record in this proceeding and before the
INC what it refers to as the Non-Geographic Number (NGN) method.”” While this
method uses a database, it operates in a fundamentally different manner from CPC, LRN,
and LANP. The NGN method would provide service provider and location portability to
end users by assigning them non-geographic teiephone mumbers, such as an INPA
(interchangeable mumbering pian area) code that has been assigned for non-geographic
numbers.’® Telephone cails to such end users would be routed in much the same way as
toll free cails are today, by performing a database query to determine the geographic
telephone mumber corresponding to the dialed non-geographic telephone mumber. and
routing the call to the appropriate geographic mumber.

17.  Pacific Bell has proposed a triggering mechanism which operates in
conjunction with the same addressing scheme utilized in AT&T’s LRN method. This
mechanism, cailed Query on Reiease (QOR) or Look Ahead, determines under what
circumstances a database query is performed.” Under QOR, the signailing used to set up
a telephone call is routed to the end office switch to which the dialed teilephone number
was originaily assigned (the refease switch), i.¢., according to the NPA-NXX of the

i . If the dialed number has been transferred to another carrier’s switch. the
7 ﬁﬁ%@uﬂpmmmmmommmum information.
e call 1

o S then compieted to the new carrier’s switch.

18. Another number portability method triggering mechanism that is similar to
QOR is Reiease-t0-Pivot (RTP).“ RTP differs from QOR in that when a number has
been ported from the release switch, the release switch -- rather than the previous switch
in the cail path - returns the address information necessary for routing the call. The
information regarding where to route the telephone cail, if the number has been
transferred. may be contained either in the release switch or an external database.

2. Non-database methods
19. In our Nouce, we discussed two currently available methods of providing

service provider portability that do not use databases: Remote Call Forwarding and
Flexible Direct Inward Dialing.*' These methods are commonly referred to as "interim

77 See Notice, 10 FCC Rcd at 12365. See aiso GTE Comments at 14-18.

*  See Industry Numbering Committee, N ilj Finai Draft) at 104, filed June 19,
1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116 (INC Report). An INPA, also known as an interchangeable area code. is an
area code in which the second digit is not 0 or 1. Numbering Plan Order, 11 FCC Red at 2593.

®  See Pacific Bell Further Comments at 34,
40

See Pacific Bell Comments at 19.

* See Notice, 10 FCC Rcd at 12369.
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measures.” While most LECs currently are:able-to port mumbers to other service
providers using these methods, they suffer from certain limitations that make them
unsuitable for long-term number portability.> RCF redirects cails to telephone numbers
that have been transferred by essentially placing a second telephone call to the new
network location. DID routes the second call over a dedicated facility to the new service
provider’s switch, instead of transiating the dialed qumber t0 a new number.

20. In the Notice, we aiso discussed three derivative methods of RCF and DID
(enhanced remote call forwarding, route index/portability hub, and hub routing with
AIN), ail of which require routing incoming cails to the terminating switch identified by
the NPA-NXX code of the diaied phone number. Unlike RCF and DID, they use LEC
tandem switches to aggregate calls to a particular competing service provider before those
calls are routed to that provider.”® In addition, LECs in several states reportedly are
providing Directory Number Route Indexing (DNRI), which first routes incoming cails to
the switch to which the NPA-NXX code was originally assigned, then routes ported calls
to the new service provider either through a direct trunk or by attaching a pseudo NPA to
the number and using a tandem. depending on availability . *

C. Current State Efforts
1. State Task Forces and Implementation

21.  Parties to this proceeding report that several states have established task
forces of industry participants or are otherwise beginning to investigate the development
and implementation of long-term number portability methods. Those states include:
Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois. Indiana,
Kansas, Maryiand, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Oregon. Texas, Utah,
Virginia. Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. Of these states, the task forces in
Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, and New York have all selected AT&T’s
Location Routing Number method for impiementing service provider number portability
in areas within their states’ boundaries.** [n addition, the state commissions of Colorado.

2 See id. at 12368-71; infra app. E.

43

%]

ee Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12370.

“  USTA Ex Pane Lenier at 2. from Mary McDermott, to William Caton, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116,
filed Apr. 4, 1996 (USTA April 4, 1996 Ex Parte Letter); see also infra app. E.

“  Ameritech Ex Parte Presentation at S, 30, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 21, 1996 (Ameritech
February 21, 1996 Ex Pante Filing); AT&T Ex Parte Letter at 1, from R. Gerard Salemme. to Regina Keeney,
FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Mar. 12, 1996 (AT&T March 12, 1996 Ex Parte Letter); AT&T Ex Parte
Presentation at 12, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 6, 1996 (AT&T February 6, 1996 Ex Parte Filing); CA
Public Utilities Commission, California [.ocal Number Portability Task Force Report, R.95-04-043 & 1.95-04-
044, filed June 19, 1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116, at 14 (rel. Feb. 29, 1996) (CA LNP Task Force Report);

111



Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, New York, and Ohio have adopted the recommendation of
their staff and task forces to impiement LRN.‘ Parties to this proceeding assert,
moreover, that state task forces or commissions in other states, such as Indiana,
Michigan. and Wisconsin, as well as in Canada, are utilizing the resuits of the Illinois
task force’s efforts in the area of mumber poruability.’

22. Several states have set impiementation schedules for the portability methods
they have selected. Switch vendors have committed to make available LRN software to
carriers in Illinois in the second quarter of 1997.** Colorado, Illinois, and Georgia plan

MMM No. 96A-196T, at  (rei. May 31. 1996) (CO PUC LNP Order).
Georgia Public Service Commussion, W&Mﬂﬂ&

DockctNo 5840-U ﬁledJune 19, 1996 in

~\memecn Further Commems at Attachmem A: Pubhc Semce Commmsxon of Maryland Commn
[nvestiganon into Long-Term Solutions 0 Nu: Portability in Marviand, Order, Case No. 8704 at {-3 (rei.
June 24. 1996) (MD PSC Portabxhtv Order), Mlctngan Public Service Commlssmn On the Commnssmn s own

Opinion and Order. Case No. U-10860. filed June 19, 1996 in CC Docke: No, 95-116, at 18-20, 4344
(adopted June 5, 1996) (MI PSC Interconnection Order); State of New York Department of Public Service,

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine [ssues Related to the Continuing Provision of Universal
Service and to Develop a Framework for the Transition to Competition in the Local Exchange Mariert; Number

Portability Trial - Progress Report, Case 94-C-0095, at 2, Artachment at 2 (rel. Jan. 23, 1996) (NY DPS
Portability Trial Report), submirted jp AT&T Ex Pane Presentation, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 28,
1996 (AT&T February 28, 1996 Ex Parte Filing); Competition -- The State Experience, vol. 1. at 32, 86,
submuirted as NARUC Ex Pante Filing at Antachment 1. CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Apr. 17, 1996 (NARUC
Apnl 17 1996 Ex P Q Fxlmg) Ohio PUC chly Comments at 2; Ohio Public Unlms Commussion.

Issues, Fmdmg and Order Case No. 95-845-1'?-COlﬁled June l9 1996 in CC Dockct No 95-116, at
sectuon XIV (ret. June 12. 1996) (Ohio PUC Competition Order); Time Warmer Holdings Ex Parie Presentation
at 5. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed Feb. 12, 1996 (Time Warmner Holdings February (2. 1996 Ex Pare Filing).

*  GA PSC Porability Order at S; CO PUC LNP Order at 2: ICC Porability Order at 2-4: MD PSC
Portability Order at 1, 6. 8; NY DPS Portability Triai Report a1 2; Ohio PUC Competition Order at
secuon XIV.

Y Ameritech February 21, 1996 Ex Pante Filing at 5.

*  See Ameritech February 21, 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 54; AT&T Further Comments at 6; Lucent
Technologies Ex Parte Letter at 1, from Carol Wilner, to Jeannie Su, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed
May 20, 1996 (Lucent May 20, 1996 Ex Parte Letter); Nortel Ex Parte Letter at 1-2, from Raymond L.
Strassburger, to Mindy Littell, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed May 29, 1996 (Nortel May 29, 1996 Ex
Parte Lecter); Siemens Stromberg-Carison Ex Parte Letter at 1, from Terry Jennings, to Mindy Littell, FCC,
CC Docket No. 95-116, filed May 20, 1996 (Siemens May 20, 1996 Ex Parte Letter); Ericsson Ex Parte Letter
at 1, from David C. Jatlow, to William F. Caton, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed May 21, 1996 (Ericsson
May 21, 1996 Ex Parte Letter). See also infra { 71.
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to begin deploying. LRN in mid-1997.*° New York also expects. LRN to be generally
available for installation in that state in mid-1997, though deployment in certain AT&T
swiiches is expected to begin earlier.® Maryiand pians to begin impiementing LRN by
no later than the third quarter of 1997.*' According to NARUC, Colorado similariy
expects LRN availability in the second quarter of 1997 (but plans to monitor switch
vendor progress.and reevaluate this time frame in the third quarter of 1996).>* Ohio will
use a LRN number portability workshop, to be established within 120 days of the
1ssuance of its June 12, 1996 Order, to establish the time frame and manner of the
unpiementation of LRN in Ohio.”® Michigan has ordered that implementation of long-
term number portability in Michigan start at the same time that impiementation begins in
linois.** The Illinois and Maryiand task forces are examining various implementation
issues, including a deployment schedule, cost recovery, billing and rating, and service
management systemn (SMS) administration.’® The [llinois task force selected an SMS
provider in April 1996.%° The Maryland and Colorado task forces have been planning to
rejease their requests for proposais for their SMS administrators in the second quarter of
1996.°7

**  Colorado Public Utilities Commission May 29, 1996 News Release. PUC Approves Long-Term
Number Porability Soluuon, filed June 19, 1996 (CO PUC May 29. 1996 News Reiease); Ameritech February
21, 1996 Ex_Pante Filing at 12, 54; Time Wamer Holdings February 12, 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 5: GA PSC
Portability Order at 5-7: AT&T Further Comments at 4 0.5, ~

** NY DPS Poruability Trial Report at 4 .6, 7. Attachment at 2: AT&T Further Comments at 6 n.10.
" MD PSC Portability Order at |

NARUC April 17, {996 Ex Parte Filing ar 32.

Ohio PUC Competition Order at section XIV

* MI PSC Interconnection Order at 43,

3 AT&T Febmary 6, 1996 m Presenzation at 13; Staff of the Pubhc Scrv:ce Comxmssmn of

Docket No. 95-116. ar 6.23 ey Apr. 1996) MD PSC Report).

*  Amentech Ex Pane Presentation at 3, CC Docker No. 95-116, filed May 15, 1996 (Ameritech May i5.
1996 Ex Parte Filing); Time Warner Holdings February 12, 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 5.

¥ MD PSC Report at app. | at 17; Colorado Public Utilities Commission May 9, 1996 News Release,

Task Force to Seek Bids for Number Pontability Administrator, filed June 19, 1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116
(CO PUC May 9, 1996 News Release); CO PUC May 29, 1996 News Release.
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2. State Trials

23. Two states have conducted or are conducting oumber portability trials. As
we described in the Notice, ten companies, working with the New York Deparmment of
Public Service (NY DPS), jointly initiated two number portability trials. one in Rochester
and anether in Manhantan.*®* The companies originaily planned to test the LANP method
of Stramus Computers and US Inteico in Rochester, but that trial was canceled. The
Manhattan trial, testing the CPC method, began in carly February of this year. The New
York DPS, however, now considers CPC to be. at best, an interim method and has
changed the tmial’s emphasis from the technical aspects of the method to the operational
and administrative aspects of the intercompany procedures that are required to change a
customer from one local exchange provider to another.”> MCI, one of the originai
proponents of CPC, no longer views CPC as a viable long-term method.®

24. A group of telecommunications service providers conducted a technical
triai of the LANP method in Seattle, Washington. during 1995. That trial ended in
December 1995.° The objective of the technical trial was to identify the technicai.
operationai. and administrative issues that arise when a teiephone number is not
associated with a specific geographic location. Because the triai reveajed certain
technicai and operational difficuities with the LANP technology, the Washington task
torce on number portability declined to adopt LANP. The Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission has not adopted LANP. and the companies invoived in the
trial have ceased advocating LANP.

3. State Interim Measures

25.  Carners are providing interim portability measures in a number of states.
etther voluntarily or pursuant to state commission orders. According to NARUC and
other parties to the proceeding, LECs are providing RCF. DID. and/or other comparable
arrangements in Anzona. California. Colorado. Connecticut. Flonda. Georgia. !llinois.
[ndiana. lowa, Louisiana. Marviand. Massachuserts. Michigan. New York. Ohio.
Oklahoma. Oregon, Pennsvivania. Tennessee. Texas. Virgima, Washington, Wisconsin,

Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12356 & n.20, 12357. See also NY DPS Porability Trial Report at 3-4. The
ten companies are: AT&T, Cellular One/Genesee Telephone Company, LOCATE, MCI, MFS Intelenet,
NYNEX, Rochester Telephone, Sprint Communications Company, Teleport Communications Group, and Time
Warner Communications.

®  NY DPS Portability Triai Report at 6-7.

®  See MCI Further Comments at 3.

¢ The participants included: US Intelco, Electric Lightwave Inc., US West, Stratus Computer, Teleport
Communications Group, GTE-INS, and ITN. Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12357 & n.23.
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and Wyoming.© According to-USTA, Alabama. and: Minnesota are. considering interim
portability requirements, while North Carolina requires carriers to negotiate interim
portability as part of their interconnection agreements.*

M. REPORT AND ORDER

A. Importance of Service Provider Number Portability

1. Background.

26. In the Notice, we tentatively concluded that number portability benefits
consumers of telecommunications services and would contribute to the development of
competition among aiternative providers of local telephone and other telecommunications
services.” With respect to service provider portability, we sought comment on the
etfects that local number portability, or lack thereof. wouid have on the local exchange
marketplace. Specifically, we sought comment on the vaiue consumers place on their
telephone numbers, the deterrent effect that a lack of number portability would have on
consumer decisions to change service providers, and any resultant effect on competition
between incumbent local service providers and new competitors in local markets.®

2. Discussion

27.  Since we adopted the Notice, Congress passed the 1996 Act, which
requires all LECs to "provide, to the extent technicaily feasibie. number portability in
accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission. "® The 1996 Act defines
number portability as "the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at the
same location. existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality,
reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to

*  NARUC April 17. 1996 Ex Pare Filing at 4, 29. 59. 72. 74, 77, 86, 100, 114, 118, 130. 135, 139;
USTA Ex Pante Letter at 2, from Mary McDermor, to William Caton, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116. filed
Mar. 25, 1996 (USTA March 25, 1996 Ex Parte Lenter). See aiso Ameritech February 21, 1996 Ex Pane
Filing at 23; Texas PUC Comments at 4.

% USTA March 25, 1996 Ex Parte Letter at 2.

*  Notice, 10 FCC Rcd at 12358-61.

& Id. at 12358.

® 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).
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another."® Accordingty, we hereby modify our proposed definition of number portability
to conform to the stamtory defimitionr of number portability and note that the statutory
definition of this term is synonymous with the Notice’s definitiorr of "service provider
portability. "

28. Although some incumbent LECs assert that local exchange market
competition will develop without number portability,”® the record developed in this
proceeding confirms the congressional findings that number portability is essentiai to
meaningful competition in the provision of local exchange services.” Several state
commissions have also recognized the significant role that noumber portability wiil piay in
the development of local exchange competition.”” We, therefore, affirm our tentative
conciusion that number portability provides consumers flexibility in the way they use
their telecommunications services and promotes the development of competition among
alternative providers of teiephone and other telecommunications services.

29.  We note that several studies described in the record demonstrate the
reluctance of both business and residentiai customers to switch carriers if they must
change numbers. For exampie. MCI has stated that. based on a nationwide Gallup
survey, 83 percent of business customers and 80 percent of residential customers would
be unlikely to change locai service providers if they had to change their telephone
numbers. > Time Warner Holdings states that consumers are 40 percent less likety to
change service providers if a number change is required.” Citizens Utilities notes that
approximately 85 percent of the discussions that its subsidiary, ELI, has with potential
customers about switching providers end when those potentiai customers learn that they
must change their telephone numbers.” The study commissioned by Pacific Bell

47 U.S.C. § 153(30).
*  For description of service and location number portability, see infra 99 172. 174,
®  Pacific Bell Comments at 6: NYNEX Repiy Comments at 11-12;: USTA Comments at 1.

?  See. e.g., ALTS Comments at 2-6: Missouri PSC Comments at 2-3. Michigan PSC Staff Reply
Comments at 4; NARUC Comments at 4; NCTA Comments at 4-5. Ohio PUC Comments at 3; CompTel
Comroents at |, 34.

' See supra 19 21-22. For instance, the New York DPS, in its recent Order adopting LRN, determined
that number portability is essential to the deveiopment of vigorous locai telephone service competition. See NY
DPS Portability Trial Report at 2. See also Florida PSC Comments at 1. 4; Maryland PSC Reply Comments at
2; Pennsylvania PUC Reply Comments ar 2.

7 MCI Comments at 2-3. See aiso Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12358; MFS Comments at 2-3. app. A.

" Time Warner Holdings Comments at 6.

N

Citizens Utilities Comments at 3-4.
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concludes that, without porability, new entrants wouid be forced to discount their local
exchange service and other competing offerings by at least 12 percent below the
incumbent LECs’ prices in order to induce customers to switch carriers due to customers’
resistance to changing numbers.”

30. The ability of end users to retain their teiephone numbers when changing
service providers gives customers flexibility in the quality, price, and variety of
telecommunications services they can choose to purchase. Number portability promotes
competition between teiecommunications service providers by, among other things,
allowing customers to respond to price and service changes without changing their
tefephone numbers. The resuiting competition will benefit all users of
telecommunications services. Indeed. competition shouid foster lower local telephone
prices and, consequently, stimuiate demand for telecommunications services and increase
economic growth.

31. Conversely, the record demonstrates that a lack of number portability
likely wouid deter emtry by competitive providers of local service because of the vaiue
customers piace on retaining their teiephone numbers.® Business customers, in
particular, may be refuctant to incur the administratuve, marketing, and goodwill costs
associated with changing telephone numbers. As indicated above, several studies show
that customers are reluctant to switch carriers if they are required to change teiephone
numbers.” To the extent that customers are reluctant to change service providers due to
the absence of number portability, demand for services provided by new entrants will be
depressed. This couid well discourage entry by new service providers and thereby
frustrate the pro-competitive goals of the 1996 Act.

B. The Commission’s Role
1. Background
32. In the Nouce, we tentatively concluded that the Commission has a

significant interest in promoting the nationwide availability of number portability due to
its impact on interstate teiecommunications.”? We based this interest on four grounds:

®  See, e.g., MCI Comments at 3 n.3; MFS Repiy Comments at 1-2; Pacific Bell Comments at 34, 6-8;
TRA Reply Comments at 3-4.

®  See, e.g.. Notice, 10 FCC Rcd at 12358-59; Cablevision Lightpath Reply Comments at 4; Maryland
PSC Reply Comments at 2: Ommpoint Comments at 1-3.

hes

See supra { 29.

*  Notice, 10 FCC Rcd ar 12361-62.
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(1) our obligation to- promote an efficient and fair telecommunications system;™ (2) the
inability to separate the impact of mumber portability between intrastate and interstate
telecommumicarions; ® (3) the likely adverse impact deploying different number portability
solutions across the country wouid have on the provision of interstate telecommunications
services;®! and (4) the impact that number portability couid have on the use of the
numbering resource,® that is, ensuring that the use of numbers is efficient and does not
contribute to area code exhaust.

33. In the 1996 Act. Congress expressly assigned to the Commission exclusive
jurisdiction over that portion of the NANP that pertains to the United States.®
Moreover, Congress directed the Commission to prescribe regulations for LEC provision
of number portability: section 251(b)(2) requires carriers "to provide, to the extent
technically feasible, number portability in accordance with the requirements prescribed by
the Commission. "%

2. Positions of the Parties

34.  Prior to passage of the 1996 Act, some LECs asserted that the Commission
shouid neither adopt, nor direct the adoption of, number portability without performing a
thorough cost/benefit analysis.*® Most parties, however, now agree that the 1996 Act
clearly directs this Commission to implement long-term number portability.®® Moreover,
some parties contend that this mandate reflects the fact that Congress has weighed the

™ See 47 U.S.C. § 151 (requiring the Commission to make available to ail peopie of the United States "a
rapid, efficient. Nation-wide, and world-wide wire and radio communication service™); 47 U.S.C. § 202
(requiring that the charges, pracuces. classifications. regulauons. facilities. and services of common carners not
be unreasonably discnminatory).

®  Nouce, 10 FCC Red ar 12361 & n.34.
' Id, ar 12363.

2 Id. at 12361-62.

B See 47 U.S.C. § 251(e)(1).

¥ 47US.C.§ 251(b)(;2).

% Bell Atantic Comments at 18-19; NYNEX Comments at 15-16; NYNEX Reply Comments at 14; SBC
Communications Comments at 10,

%  See, e.g., Bell Atlantic Further Comments at 2; NCTA Further Comments at 2; Omnipoint Further
Comments at 2. See also BellSouth Further Comments at 4 (Act represents congressional declaration of
Commission’s exclusive occupation of regulatory field of number resources); MFS Further Comments at 2, 8-9
(section 251(e)(1) gives Commission exclusive jurisdiction over number portability issues, but allows
Commission to delegate that authority to states).
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